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reached, or any other comments: See Continuation Sheet . 

(A fuller description, if necessary, and a copy of the amendments which the examiner agreed would render the claims 
allowable, if available, must be attached. Also, where no copy of the amendments that would render the claims 
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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: Applicant argued that the spunlaced limitation was different than the 
hydroentangling taught by Honeycutt; however, needed to consult with the inventors to determine the details of those 
differences. Until applicant can show differences, it is the examiners position that the two processes are equivalent. 
Applicant argued that the claimed invention possesses a bursting strength not present in Honeycutt, but also needed to 
consult with the inventors to determine why the instant invention possesses an increased bursting strength. Until 
evidence is provided, it is the examiner's position that the bursting strengh of Honeycutt is equivalent to applicant's 
claimed bursting strength because both inventions are created from the same materials, by the same process. 



